New patterns of journalistic endeavour have altered the ways in which news and information reach the public, with new technologies enabling new types of journalistic actors to produce news both on their own and in collaborative arrangements with traditional journalists. From these intersections, new questions for understanding journalism amid change ask whether we are facing a fractured or more consolidated journalistic field. This article explores intersections of traditional and emergent news actors as disruptions to the dominant vision of the field. It shows the treatment of autonomous work of digital interlopers in news texts as reinforcing prevailing views of journalism by invoking traditional information authority and paradigmatic news-source relationships. Using field theory and analysis of narratives of journalistic roles in news texts to support its thesis, this article looks at reactions to the emergence of two independent news actors -WikiLeaks and ProPublica -representing distinct approaches to newswork born of a digital age. In its conclusion, this article outlines the initial framework for an 'appropriation thesis' that extends paradigm repair in instances when new journalistic actors' newswork is subsumed under traditional routines, thereby muting narratives of a heterogeneous field that would contradict the field's dominant vision and authority.
Introduction
Writing in 2011 and again in 2013, Yochai Benkler argues that journalism practice is increasingly intersecting with 'new forces of journalistic production ' (2013: 11) , moving the journalistic field towards a 'Networked Fourth Estate'. Exploring cases where traditional and non-traditional journalistic actors have come together to report prominent news stories, Benkler's work has been widely embraced for its positive evaluation of WikiLeaks' journalistic contributions and collaborative newswork. He argues that emerging journalistic actors are contributing to journalistic enterprise in ways that shift the power dynamics of journalism away from the perceived-centrality of a traditional field, and for that contribution they warrant consideration of their journalistic roles (Benkler 2011: 315) . This shift, Benkler goes on, exposes news media as vulnerable to claims of journalistic authority made by networked actors, although in their responses they demonstrate resiliency to change. We see demonstrations of vulnerability when the traditional field treats emerging actors as threats (Eldridge 2013) , and resiliency when they find ways to incorporate new forms of mediation into their journalistic repertoires of practice (Singer 2005; Lasorsa, et al. 2012 ).
This article uses the prism of field theory to first conceptualize dynamics of intersection between traditional and new journalistic actors to, second, understand the treatment of new actors with respect to newswork performed at moments of intersection. Focusing on Benkler's prediction of greater interaction and collaboration between traditional and digital actors, it expands on previous work categorizing new actors as journalistic 'interlopers' (Eldridge 2014) to develop a complementary thesis that looks at prevailing notions of journalistic primacy and sometimes-narrow interpretations of journalistic belonging. It asks whether these intersections produce a more networked field or a more fractious one with contestations of authority and journalistic primacy in play. It explores the emergence of news actors from outside the traditional field, such as WikiLeaks, and crossover work with non-profit news organizations, such as ProPublica, the Marshall Fund, the Bureau for Investigative Journalism and the International Consortium of Investigative Journalists.
Recognizing that we have yet to arrive at a networked Fourth Estate, this study asks whether despite appearances of intersection, traditional priorities still dominate, thereby repairing any cracks in the boundaries that have defined the field. Of particular interest are the ways in which public-facing discourses of newswork and journalistic identity respond to new forms of journalistic enterprise, embracing a critical approach to understanding public-facing expressions of journalistic identity at moments of interaction.
Situating the field
As an organizing lens for understanding groups of actors in society, field theory can structure gauzy notions of what distinguishes societal actors -including journalistsfrom one another. Bourdieu (2005) counts the journalistic field among several fields of cultural production, where journalists' ability to elevate information from a source to exist as 'news' -a cultural product -distinguishes theirs from other fields (Bourdieu 2005; Benson 2006 ). This production rests on a perceived information authority that also places the journalistic field among fields of power, not only communicating information but also presenting a 'dominant vision' of society (Bourdieu 2005: 44) .
Alongside this outward-facing communication from the journalistic field towards society, a simultaneous communication process iterates a dominant vision of what it is to belong to the field. This invokes a shared perception among journalists that their work is integral to the functioning of society and they are uniquely able to identify and share news (Eldridge 2014: 3) .
Journalists' ability to project this dominant vision is in part enabled by the routine selection, evaluation and amplification of information for public edification (Schultz 2007) . Journalists claim primacy in the fulfilment of these roles, and when imbued with journalism's normative ideals (Eldridge and Steel 2016) , portray these as necessary for the day-to-day conduct of society. News routines underscore journalists' claims of public service (Donsbach 2010: 38) , and beyond separating journalists from other societal actors they inform the field's unified claim of information authority (Benson and Neveu 2005: 4) .
For understanding the field at moments of intersection, it is important to see this authority as built upon 'agreed-upon complicities' resulting from internal and external socialization processes; in other words, journalists see themselves as part of a unified field, reinforced by a broad societal recognition that the production of news and information authority is associated most closely with such a field. These processes contribute to journalists' 'permanent dispositions' (Bourdieu 2005: 30) , shape their identity and inform the way in which journalists present their status, their contributions and their performance of newswork to the public.
Disrupting the field
Considering these dynamics, the ability of new actors to also select, evaluate and amplify information purportedly as news signals a potential loss of exclusive power over news legitimation and of the ability to convert cultural capital into economic capital (to make news financially valuable). When they breech lines of access between fields of power that were previously exclusive to traditional journalists, new actors threaten to 'appropriate what is thought to secure readership' (Bourdieu 2005: 44) . This is particularly the case when new actors operate in eye-catching ways the traditional members of the field cannot, themselves becoming as much a focus of coverage as the news that they are reporting (Eldridge 2017a; Lynch 2013 ).
Seen as disruptions to distinction and to authority, the response to new actors has frequently been one of rejection. Hardened by confrontation, traditional field members retreat to familiar 'predispositions', consolidating how the field should be constructed and how it should be presented. Through a 'long process of socialization' (Benson and Neveu 2005: 3) , journalists within the field seem to know what is expected of its members -the inherent criteria of the doxa (Bourdieu 2005: 36-37) . While this can shore up a shared sense of journalism's boundaries (Benkler's notion of resilience in the face of challenge), Bourdieu argues that a reactive tendency leads to more uniformity and conservative approaches within journalism. This conservatism extends to a lack of acknowledgement that new actors are capable of newswork, exposing journalists to critique 1 (Eldridge 2013 ) and leading to 'anxiety about the changes that the fourth estate is undergoing' (Benkler 2013: 30) .
New 'citizen' actors have disrupted the journalistic field by working in ways that mute distinctions between sources, journalists and publics (Allan 2013; Hermida and Thurman 2008) . At a post-publication point, utilitarian and individual approaches to news and information see differentiated media repertoires that tailor media use to sate specific needs, altering traditional actors' ability to shape news agendas (Bro 2017; Hasebrink 2017) . Digital communities intervene in linear models of news as well, informing audiences at both the news and the source levels. This sees information authority become the product of processes of re-negotiation, as online publics amplify, dispute and verify news making use of the affordances of digital platforms (Mortensen 2015 , Shirky 2003 . Social media spaces have also introduced change, with practices of (re)production, (re)mediation and (re)circulation altering patterns of cultural production and introducing new practices of information legitimation and sensemaking (Bødker 2015) .
Destabilizing in the first instance, these changes (and challenges) suggest that journalistic power and interpretations of social reality are far more multi-directional, and far less certain. They pose new questions over whose authority is considered valid. This notion of validity can be explored by understanding how 'disruptive' actors are presented in discourses of journalistic identity, leading to the first research question:
RQ1: How are ProPublica and WikiLeaks referred to in news texts with respect to their contribution as autonomous news actors?
Reacting to disruption: Normalization
Normalization, in the context of digital journalism studies, refers to the adoption of new media forms by journalists who negotiate use of these new technologies to fit within existing professional routines and norms (Lasorsa et al. 2012) . It is a reaction to change when that change originates outside the traditional news media realm. When blogs emerged as competing platforms for news and news analysis, journalists and journalistic organizations sought to incorporate these media types into their work, normalizing the 'j-blogger' (Singer 2005) . Later, as Twitter grew in prominence, we saw it normalized into journalists' routines (Lasorsa et al. 2012; Parmelee 2013 (Artwick 2013) , an avenue to source material (Vis 2013) , or as an imposition on news routines (Barnard 2016 ).
Nevertheless, normalization describes processes of adoption and adaptation that work in favour of the traditional actor doing the 'normalizing'. As a process, normalization is an exertion of power; critics point to the way in which it negates new platforms' initial, alternative, approaches (Broersma and Graham 2016 
News paradigms and institutionalism
Part of the disruption posed by new actors claiming alternative approaches to journalism is their deviation from 'preconstrained' routines of the field (Bourdieu 2005: 45) . Among those routines holding sway over the journalistic field are news-source routines, which insist that for information to be elevated to news it must first be subject to negotiation between sources and journalists, verified and validated. As a preconstraint, journalists employ such routines to evaluate whether a source's 'interpretations of social reality are legitimate' (Broersma et al. 2013: 388) , what Gaye
Tuchman calls a 'legitimation practice ' (1978) . Wolfgang Donsbach describes:
'probably the most important reason for the existence of journalism is a professional service whose unique selling proposition is the validation of assertions about reality with a high degree of responsibility ' (2010: 39) . For the dimensions of the field, such routines are geared to meet perceived expectations of the public, demonstrating journalists' awareness of their power for organizing public awareness (Schudson 1995: 20) .
In dialogue with David Ryfe (2006) , Rodney Benson (2006: 194) describes such expectations as 'pseudo-rules' that preserve autonomy within the field's own structures by 'constraining and enabling, not determining' practice. They are constraining insomuch as they encourage minimal variation from the organizational and professional imperatives, and enabling in the sense that they create a set of routines according to which journalists know how to operate (Benson 2006: 188) . These are often seen as immutable, and shape both internal (field) and external (public) expectations of journalism so convincingly they serve to define (Ryfe 2006: 135) . In the traditional/non-traditional binary assessed here, routines and practices result from journalistic institutions' 'macro-level forces on micro-level action' (Ryfe 2006: 137) .
However, these forces are absent from the conditions of practice that new types of journalistic actor work within, whether in terms of alternative sourcing (as with WikiLeaks) or non-traditional structures (as with ProPublica), and therefore can grate against the dominant vision of the field.
Typically, when departures from paradigmatic routines occur in traditional realms they are attributed to individual or organizational dalliances, rather than contradicting a view of journalism as homogeneous. While Ryfe cautions against seeing journalism as uniform, and this study agrees that such views narrowly appreciate new forms of journalistic endeavour, visions of the field continue to emerge in reactions that support such homogeneity, and prevailing views continue to 'stick', even where these are uncritically advanced (Ryfe 2006: 138, 140) . Previous research has shown that when confronted by contradicting narratives of what it is to be a journalist, traditional tenets are amplified, presenting journalism as a consolidated field, and new attributes -such as online acumen, or non-traditional origins -are used as disqualifying features of journalistic belonging (Eldridge 2013 (Eldridge , 2014 (Eldridge , 2017b . Reactions in these cases appear defensive -understandably, as a heterogeneous field challenges the authority of dominant members and intensifies competition to promote their unique visions of society. Heterogeneity, particularly in a digital context, also challenges the ability of field members 'to valorize those forms of capital which they possess' (Benson 2006: 190) as both cultural production and information authority are more diffuse, as is the ability to reach a mass public. portrayed. This approaches news texts as avenues for 'outward-facing expressions of journalistic identity' (Eldridge 2014: 3) . Analysis looks to the use of a 'familiar' journalistic lexica -including labels of editor, journalist, reporter, etc. -and discourses of guiding paradigms and routines -including public interest defences, the role of verification and editorial oversight, among others -as signs of belonging. In contrast, the use of an 'unfamiliar' lexica emphasizes outsider status or technical utility (e.g.
describing a non-traditional journalistic organization as a 'website' rather than a news organization, or as a source rather than a journalistic actor). This draws on experience exploring such discourse types for their reflections of journalistic identity and boundaries. These lexica are not finite, and an iterative approach to identifying (un)familiar lexical markers is adopted that builds on previous studies of in-group/outgroup dynamics of fields in the face of change (Conboy and Eldridge 2015; Eldridge 2013 Eldridge , 2014 . Analysis looks at journalistic metadiscourses occurring in brief moments within larger news texts (i.e. a single mention within a larger report stemming from the collaborative or intersecting activity).
For references to both WikiLeaks and ProPublica, 'overt' and 'covert' discourses will be explored, the former coming in signposted discussions of newswork, the latter describing discussions of journalism where neither journalism nor newswork is referenced in a headline (Eldridge 2014: 4) . Identifying markers of information authority alongside the use of 'familiar' lexical markers of journalism allows this approach to explore intersections of traditional and non-traditional journalistic work.
This article looks further to explore the normalized adoption of non-traditional newswork to advance understanding of normalization as an extension of paradigm repair, or the discursive reinforcement of a traditional portrait of the journalistic field at moments when that is challenged by external factors (Berkowitz 2000) . This draws on Mark Coddington's (2014) (Eldridge 2013 (Eldridge , 2014 . It should also be noted that this study focuses on a time period when WikiLeaks' work was most strongly aligned with journalism, a period when Assange's journalistic identity claims were most pronounced. This has been more in flux in years since, most notably in 2016 when its publications surrounding the U.S.
presidential campaign came across as manipulating politics, rather than providing journalism.
Sample
The analysis in this study is intentionally exploratory as it seeks to develop new textures of understanding at intersections on the boundaries of the journalistic field. were selected. This allows research to explore how one organization refers to two separate autonomous partners within its news coverage with a similar sample size and in the initial stages of each interaction. Previous research has found journalistic identity discourses as more-or-less solidified within the first phases of Guardian and Times coverage of WikiLeaks (Eldridge 2013 (Eldridge , 2014 , and so it is reasonable to anticipate that narratives of newswork, paradigms and boundaries will emerge in a comparable time period.
Data and analysis
Benkler's 'Networked fourth estate' thesis never assumes an easy path towards regular collaboration, and this is clear in the cases explored here. We can see a projection of traditional journalistic primacy that, even in 'familiar' partnerships, narrates an exclusive and authoritative role of the speaking media (the New York Times) over the intersecting partner (ProPublica or WikiLeaks). This comes through in public displays of the process of newswork and performances of authority that reinforce dominant news-source paradigms and authority. Overall, the New York Times describes ProPublica using familiar lexical markers often, and WikiLeaks rarely. However, there remains a nuanced and outward-facing expression of traditional primacy and a more complex performance of a dominant vision of journalism. 'the magazine editor who eventually did most of the careful editing of the manuscript here', adding: 'The article has been shaped not only by ProPublica but by Times editors; it passed through the magazine's normal editing process; and it was read and read again by the paper's top management as well as that of ProPublica' (30 August 2009). Bylines in this collaboration refer to ProPublica as an 'independent nonprofit investigative organization' (in contrast to ProPublica's topline description as an 'independent, nonprofit newsroom'). Elsewhere it is described sometimes as an 'investigative journalism group' (4 times) and more often as an independent 'nonprofit investigative organization' (33 times), and frequently grouped with online-only news sites also started by former newspaper journalists, such as Politico.com (sixteen times), and other non-profit organizations, such as the Marshall Project (sixteen times).
ProPublica: External, but familiar
On 11 November 2010 the Times begins running a regular column by Jesse Eisinger, noting that he previously worked for Conde Nast Portfolio and was a regular Wall Street Journal columnist, and byline attribution shifts. Eisinger is described as 'a reporter for ProPublica, an independent, nonprofit newsroom that produces investigative journalism in the public interest'. From this point on, this syntax accompanies stories Another view holds that it is impossible to separate the legitimacy of the material from its source. In this situation, the challenge is compounded because
The Times's source, WikiLeaks, obtained the material from its own source -a leaker whose identity remains uncertain.
Brisbane says that this poses a reputational risk to its partners, although the Times 
Discussion: Separate treatments of intersecting newswork
Journalistic power is indebted in no small part to a societal expectation that journalists have authority, an authority that traditional journalists amplify in promoting a view of society where they exclusively fulfil certain democratic and informative imperatives.
Overly idealised as this supposition can be, when it comes to understanding paradigms guiding news actors' approaches to newswork it dominates. In the cases analysed here, journalistic authority is maintained when external actors are described as sources -the Times as a traditional outlet placed in an authority position -and news paradigms preserved in line with societal expectations (Berkowitz 2000) .
Benkler argues in the networked environment established journalists tend to 'denigrate the journalistic identity of the new kids on the block to preserve their own identity' (2013: 11) . For the nature of the journalistic field, this may be a result of perceived threats posed by new actors challenging the field's cultural, social and economic capital. As its claims of unique authority are called into question by new actors and its role as a legitimating voice of a dominant vision of society muddied, denigration is found in language that negates the journalistic identity of new actors. Benkler (2013: 29) goes on to suggest that the eventual networked fourth estate will be defined by 'interaction and collaboration, however difficult it may be initially'. The analysis here points to difficulty, and findings reflect tension at the boundaries of the journalistic field during moments of interaction and collaboration.
Normalizing interaction
This article introduced a discussion of normalization as a reaction to change, and sought to extend normalization to dynamics of paradigm repair and move from describing the This tends to mute alternative narratives that could suggest a more heterogeneous field.
To further contextualize these dynamics, this article posits an appropriation thesis to extend our understanding of paradigmatic repair when spaces of traditional and nontraditional news actors intersect.
An 'appropriation thesis'
At collaborative moments, I argue that there seem to be three dynamics of interaction:
'collaboration', 'normalization' and 'appropriation'. The first two dynamics are apparent in the initial coverage of ProPublica. Signs of collaboration are found in discourses that narrate the intersections between the Times' and ProPublica's journalists as distinct coworkers, while normalization emerges when publication of ProPublica stories becomes routine and narratives of these intersections are treated as less exceptional. We see this in the syntax of bylines and in descriptions to ProPublica's journalists and newswork in texts.
Appropriation, as the third dynamic, is introduced here to describe the demonstration of traditional journalistic power and a dominant vision of the journalistic field articulated during these interactive moments. Appropriation describes an exercise of traditional journalistic authority when news texts:
• minimize journalistic agency of non-traditional news actors,
• consolidate new actors' contributions under the authority of traditional field members and
• describe intersections of non-traditional and traditional journalists as opportunities that traditional journalists can take advantage of. There are contrasts, however. ProPublica's ability to tie its origins to a dominant vision of the journalistic field seemed to make its newswork more valid. As collaboration with ProPublica becomes 'normalized', texts are less focused on novelty and joint articles lack extended explanations of their genesis or ProPublica as a non-profit. Despite its impact and prominence and extended interaction with the Times, WikiLeaks is neither afforded journalistic recognition based on its role performance (i.e. as a watchdog, working in the public interest) nor are qualifiers lessened.
This reflects previous studies that found that news texts amplify certain traditional views of what it is to belong to the journalistic field, reinforced when there is the appearance of a threat posed by new actors. As journalistic distinction builds on ingroup/out-group divisions to establish primacy (Eldridge 2014: 4-5) , frequent references to ProPublica's editors and journalists past work legitimate their intersections with the Times as that of an 'in-group'. WikiLeaks, on the other hand, was described primarily using an 'unfamiliar' lexica, as outside the boundaries of journalistic practice, often ascribed to either technological ('hacker', 'platform', 'website') or political ('activist') associations.
Conclusion
This concept of appropriation as an extension of paradigm repair describes the way in which news texts present a homogeneous picture of journalism, rather than a more heterogeneous field where new and traditional news actors hold authority. of the field enjoy a greater 'specific weight' to counteract disruptions due to their societal and economic prominence (Bourdieu 2005: 43) . While journalistic practices have become more accessible and information less exclusive, from the findings thus far, we cannot assume that this has rendered that specific weight completely innocuous.
While initial in it scoping, the framework developed here to conceptualize moments of interaction should allow future research to explore these dynamics in comparative and case study research to further understanding. As a result, new ways of exploring the intersection of traditional and non-traditional newswork at moments of disruption can be built. Developing appropriation as an extension of paradigm repair offers an initial step towards that understanding. Where critiques of normalization note the short-selling of new alternative voices on new media forms, so too must we critique the subsuming of autonomous newswork under paradigms that neglect the potential of a more heterogeneous field. While appropriation may be expected, with the journalistic field defined in part by competition to 'appropriate what is thought to secure readership' (Bourdieu 2005: 44) , it is all the same a problematic treatment of new actors intersecting with the boundaries of the journalistic field.
